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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it is over 150 words. 
Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

A substitute specification in proper idiomatic English and in compliance with 37 
CFR 1 .52(a) and (b) is required. The substitute specification filed must be accompanied 
by a statement that it contains no new matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the patient" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Additionally, in claim 1 paragraph 5 (a 
treatment power supply unit...) the phase after the word "switch" is excessively 
confusing. Examiner has examined the claim as if it were the same language as used 
in claim 6 paragraph 5, which includes the limitation of detection results from the 
antenna. If this is a correct interpretation of the claim, it should be amended thereto. 
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Regarding claim 9, the phrase "I e.," renders the claim indefinite because it is 
unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 
See MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 

The claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform to current 
U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign 
document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. They should be 
rewritten in order for the examiner to better understand the scope of the invention as 
claimed. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1-13 are objected to because of the following informalities: Regarding 
claim 1, paragraph 5 as noted above, the phase after the word "switch" is confusing and 
should be reworded. Regarding claim 2, paragraph 3 "detecting information whether or 
not" should read "detecting whether or not" as the subject of the sentence is implied. 
Regarding claim 4, lines 6 and 14 "prohibit" should be "prohibited" and "wherein on the 
other hand" should be removed, and in claims 4 and 7 "the state" in lines 4 and 12 
(Claim 4) and lines 6 and 7 (Claim 7) lack antecedent basis. Furthermore, claims 4 and 
9 appear to only be directed to the intended use of the system and do not set forth 
further structural limitations. Regarding claim 5 lines 5 and 7, "shield room" should be 
"shielded room". Regarding claim 6, lines 3-14 and the recitation of an energy 
transmission cable appear to be redundant in view of claim 1 . Regarding claims 6, 1 0, 
and 1 1 , "the energy-emission treatment apparatus" lacks antecedent basis. Regarding 
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claim 10, line 2, "includes" should be "comprises", and line 6 "at least" should be 
removed. Regarding claim 1 1 , "for being connected to the treatment power supply unit" 
is confusing and the inclusion of the purpose of the cable at that spot makes the claim 
hard-to-read. Additionally, "at least" from line 6 should be removed. Regarding claim 
13, the limitation "the correction unit" in lines 5 and 6 lacks antecedent basis and the 
claim appears to only be directed to intended use of the system and does not set forth 
further structural limitations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taniguchi et al (US 6,059,71 8) in view of Hareyama et al (US 6,381 ,483 B1 ). Taniguchi 
et al disclose a therapy device coupled to an imager which provides therapy to a patient 
based on signals from an antenna (Col 64 Line 25-Col 65 Line 19, Col 78 Line 5-27) 
and a power supply (Col 65 Line 24-38), detection units for detecting electromagnetic 
waves (Col 73 Line 35-Col 74 Line 58), a control unit to control treatment (Col 90 Line 
25-Col 91 Line 30), a filter for selective frequency passing (Col 80 Line 55- Col 81 Line 
40), the use of a shielded room for therapy (Fig 1 6 and Col 22 Line 1 5-44), and cabling 
for transmission of signals to and from the device and power supply units (Col 93 Line 
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1 0-61 ). The device additionally includes contacts for coupling to energy transmission 
cabling, switches for alternating states of the contacts (Col 123 Line 60-Col 126 Line 
55). 

Regarding claim 1 , Taniguchi et al do not disclose the use of an energy-emission 
therapy instrument in conjunction with the device. Attention is directed to the secondary 
reference by Hareyama et al which discloses an energy-emission device which outputs 
treatment energy based on power signals received from a transmission cable (Col 1 
Line 30-60). Additionally, Hareyama discloses the use of an antenna for receiving MR 
diagnostic images (Col 1 1 Line 50- Col 12 Line 23). 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Taniguchi et al do not disclose the use of signal 
detection along with control of therapy based on MR signals received. Hareyama et al 
disclose the use of a signal detection unit for receiving electromagnetic waves from a 
diagnostic MR system including a pass-filter (Col 22 Line 24-55) for allowing selective 
wavelengths to pass (Col 7 Line 40- Col 8 Line 54). 

Regarding claim 4, Taniguchi et al do not disclose a therapeutic-energy-based 
control system, or a switching and control system based on electromagnetic waves 
detected. Hareyama et al disclose a switching unit for controlling the level of treatment 
energy desired (Col 8 Line 35-Col 9 Line 24) and a filter for allowing specific signals to 
pass (Fig 42, Col 20 Line 45- Col 21 Line 15). 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, Taniguchi et al do not disclose the use of a shielded 
room with power supply positioned outside. Hareyama et al disclose a shielded room 
and the placement of a power supply outside of that room (Fig 35 and Col 22 Line 3- 
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46), control signaling mechanisms for controlling the level of power supplied to the 
therapy unit (Col 34 Line 5-45), as well as a signal line in conjunction with the power 
and control systems for transmission of signals (Fig 43-47 and Col 23-26). 

Regarding claims 8-9, Taniguchi et al do not disclose the use of a relay unit 
which bases control on electromagnetic signals received from a diagnostic imager. 
Harayama et al disclose the use of a relay unity for switching the level of therapy in 
conjunction with signals received (Col 13 Line 25-Col 17 Line 20, Col 24 Line 25- Col 25 
Line 4), a distance calculating unit for setting the distance and adjusting the therapy unit 
based on distances measured or desired (Col 19 Line 30- Col 20 Line 11), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the control/therapy means of Hareyama et al with the device 
of Taniguchi et al for the purpose of effecting energy-emission therapy with imaging 
controls to ensure accuracy of the therapy. 

Claims 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taniguich et al in view of Hareyama et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Pearson et al (US 2003/01 3071 1 A1 ). See figure 28 of Hareyama et al for the 
disclosure and use of a distance determining unit. Taniguchi et al in view of Hareyama 
et al does not disclose the use of a distance selection and adjustment or correction for 
power/distance based on the distance determined. Attention is directed to the 
secondary reference by Pearson et al which discloses the use of a distance 
measurement unit for adjusting power based on line resistance (0146-0152, Claims 1-4) 
to control the delivery of therapy to the target site. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have included an impedance-driven 
control system for optimizing the power delivered to the treatment apparatus in order to 
assure that sufficient power is available to complete the therapy. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure includes Patent 7,048,716 which is also directed to a similar 
endoscope-based treatment system in conjunction with an MRI system and is of 
particular relevance to the claims of the instant application. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOEL M. LAMPRECHT whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3250. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30AM- 
5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian L. Casler can be reached on (571)272-4956. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ruth S. Smith/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3737 
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